Most consumer research uses either a dispositional or a situational conceptual orientation for all types of behavior. This article explores the value of using a moderating variable to identify which individuals are primarily influenced by either dispositional or situational variables.
self-presentation of others, and uses social cues as behavioral guidelines (Snyder 1974) . One might hypothesize that the behavior of low self-monitoring individuals will be associated with dispositional variables such as personality traits, while the behavior of high self-monitors will relate more closely to situational cues. Consideration of self-monitoring as a moderating variable may provide a missing conceptual link, as we attempt to identify individuals whose behavior is more likely to be self-initiated, rather than triggered by cues in the environment.
This exploratory investigation was undertaken to determine if personality is a more meaningful predictor of certain aspects of consumption when self-monitoring is included as a moderating variable. In traditional consumer research, all respondents are included in the analysis as equivalent. If high and low self-monitoring subjects are not equivalent, high and low selfmonitoring groups must be examined separately to ensure that potentially significant personality relationships in the low self-monitoring group are not masked by data from high self-monitors whose behavior is determined by situational cues.
METHOD
Since the research was exploratory, data were collected from juniors and seniors enrolled predominantly in night courses in the School of Business Administration at a major university. The total data set represented two separate samples. There were 154 respondents in the first sample, 141 of whom provided complete sets of responses. The second sample was collected to increase the total sample size, facilitating crossvalidation. Of 86 respondents in the second sample, 83 represented useable responses. Hence, the useable sample size totaled 224 respondents.
Private brand proneness was selected as the dependent measure, partly because a previous attempt to To ensure that the products were relevant for a student population, a pretest was conducted among 40 respondents, which asked for purchase frequency of 28 product types, and respondents' perception of whether the products were "social" or "nonsocial" in purchasing influence or use. As self-monitoring measures the extent to which respondents are attentive to social cues, it was hypothesized that the respondents' private brand proneness may be influenced by whether or not the product is more socially visible.
Based on the pretest, four social products were selected: cologne/perfume, mouthwash, complexion aids, and alcoholic beverages. Vitamin capsules, pocket calculators, coffee, and candy bars were selected as products in the nonsocial category. To measure private brand proneness, respondents were asked to indicate for each product the strength of their preference for private versus national brands on a five-point bi-polar continuum ranging from "strongly prefer private brand" to "strongly prefer national brand." The instructions to each respondent indicated that private brand names were associated with the retailer, whereas national brands are branded by the manufacturer. Private brand proneness indices were created by summing scores for both the four social products and the four nonsocial products.' Personality was measured using the California Psychological Inventory (CPI). This instrument consists of 480 items and requires approximately 45-60 minutes to complete. As in most other personality research, the entire inventory of 18 personality variables was employed in the data collection and analysis.
A 25-item true-false scale developed by Snyder (1974) was used to measure self-monitoring (see Appendix) . In extensive validation, the instrument has demonstrated considerable internal consistency, stability overtime, and discriminant validity (Snyder 1974) .
The respondents were divided into high and low self-' Private brand proneness index scores ranged from "strongly private brand prone" (4) to "strongly national brand prone" (20) for both social and nonsocial products. monitoring groups using a median split scoring suggested by Snyder (1974) . Low self-monitors were the 102 respondents scoring below the median; high selfmonitors were the 101 respondents above the median.
To analyze the data, the 18 personality variables were regressed separately against private brand proneness for nonsocial and for social products, using a stepwise procedure. The tolerance level for the step-wise regression was set at F = 2.30, p s 0.05. The sample was then divided into a high self-monitoring group and a low self-monitoring group to generate separate regression solutions for each group using only the independent variables that entered the step-wise solution.
A cross-validation procedure was employed to examine the internal stability of the model. As the intent was not to validate the relationships across the populations over time, the two samples were combined into a larger sample, which was then randomly split into an analysis sample and a validation sample. Approximately 60 percent of the data was selected for the analysis sample to achieve a more satisfactory item-torespondent ratio in the step-wise regression analysis that included all 18 personality variables. The remaining 40 percent of the data was utilized to validate the relationships using the four-variable step-wise solution.
RESULTS
If the relationship between personality and private brand proneness is mediated by self-monitoring, the regression relationship between private brand proneness and the personality variables should vary between the high and low self-monitoring groups. This proposition was tested with a Chow test of the equality between two linear regressions (Chow 1960) . Table 1 presents the results of the Chow procedure for the analysis sample. As anticipated, significant differences in the regression coefTicients appeared across the self-monitoring variable for both social and nonsocial products. Thus, it was not feasible to represent the results with a pooled regression model. Table 2 presents the results of the separate regression analyses estimated among the high and low selfmonitoring groups in the analysis sample. The Table includes the standardized regression coefficients and the coefficient of correlation for both the high selfmonitor equation and the^low self-monitor equation ' Nonsocial products R for low self*monitor group significantly tiigher than R for tiigti 8elf>monitor group. / » 2.59. p s 0.01. > Social product R for low self-monitor group significantly tiigtwr than R for tiigti self-monitor group z -3.43. p s 0.001.
for social and nonsocial products. The 0.716 correlation in the low self-monitoring group was significantly higher than the 0.392 correlation in the high self-monitoring group (p ^ 0.01) for nonsocial products. In the social products analysis, 0.677 for low self-monitors was significantly higher than 0.421 among high selfmonitors (ps 0.001). While both low self-monitor correlations were significant (p £ 0.001), only the social products correlation coefficient was significant {p s 0.05) among high self-monitors.
To cross-validate these results, the four-variable regression solutions for both social and nonsocial products were applied to the validation sample that was held out of the initial analysis. Table 3 reports the results ofthe Chow procedure for the validation sample. Again, both for social and nonsocial products the regression coefficients were significantly difTerent across the self-monitoring variables. Hence, using the same regression model, self-monitoring appears to moderate the relationship between personality and private brand proneness.
The results of the separate regression analyses performed on the high and low self-monitoring groups in the validation sample are presented in Table 4 . As in the analysis sample, the 0.651 for the low self-monitoring group was significantly higher than the 0.333 in the high self-monitoring group for nonsocial products (p < 0.05). Similarly, the 0.751 forthe low self-monitoring group was significantly higher than 0.358 for the high self-monitoring group for social products (p s 0.01). In addition, the correlation coefficients in the low selfmonitoring group were significant for both social and nonsocial products (p ^ 0.001), whereas the correlation coefficients for the high self-monitoring group were not significant, in either case. Hence, the findings in the validation sample tend to support the results of the original analysis.
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
The results of this study demonstrate that personality variables may be a factor for future consumer research, and that more consideration should be given to the potential role of moderating variables.
In both the analysis and validation samples the pooled regression model was insufficient to represent the relationship between private brand proneness and personality. When self-monitoring was used as a moderating variable, however, the regression relationship among the low self-monitoring group was highly significant and clearly outperformed the relationship among high self-monitors. This finding suggests that while among low self-monitors personality influences behavior, among the high self-monitoring group situational factors would more likely be related to consumption. In addition, the data indicated that, among the low self-monitoring group, the relationship between personality and private brand proneness was significant for both social and nonsocial products.
Traditionally, consumer research has focused on either the person/actor, the situation, or the interaction ofthe person and the situation. One interpretation ofthe present findings is that persons differ in the extent to which situational or dispositional factors influence their behavior. Self-monitoring is suggested here as a variable that identities those individuals for whom situational or dispositional variables have primary influence. While this conceptualization must be explored in future research, it could be complemented by parallel research strategies examining when situationally anchored moderating variables become important in understanding and explaining consumer behavior.
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